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Union one of the best ways for us to ad-
dress many of the disputes and chal-
lenges we have would be to embark
upon a U.S.-EU free trade agreement.
That is why today I have introduced H.
Con. Res. 131, and I would encourage
my colleagues to join in cosponsoring
this very important measure. It is just
a vehicle to begin the discussion, the
prospects of negotiating for a U.S.-EU
FTA.

Mr. Speaker, let us look at some of
the disputes that we have right now
with the European Union.

We all know that agriculture sub-
sidies within the EU are many, many,
many times greater than the agri-
culture subsidies that are provided for
U.S. farmers. In fact, as we negotiated
and worked on the farm bill, I voted
against it at the end of the day, the
farm bill, because I was concerned
about the level of subsidization for U.S.
agriculture.

But one of the things that some of
the leaders who were supportive of that
measure here in the House said was
that if we can see a diminution of the
level of subsidization that the Euro-
pean Union provides to its agriculture
sector of the economy we will not have
to have the agriculture subsidies that
we have in the United States. So, obvi-
ously, embarking on negotiations for a
U.S.-EU free trade agreement would
allow us to really begin to boldly ad-
dress the issue of agriculture subsidies
that are so great within the European
Union.
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Another dispute that we have is this
struggle between Airbus and Boeing.
We know that within the European
Union there are tremendous subsidies
for Airbus, and I believe we should do
everything that we can to diminish
those so we can have, in fact, a level
playing field as we address the issue in
the aerospace industry.

And we have several other very im-
portant issues that need to be ad-
dressed in the area of privacy, in the
area of e-commerce.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this step
which we have taken today to begin
the discussion of a U.S.-EU free trade
agreement will be very beneficial in en-
hancing the standard of living of the
American people, the people in the Eu-
ropean Union, and the people around
the world.

————
AMERICA AT WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. DUNCAN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row a funeral will be held for Staff Ser-
geant Stephen Kennedy, the second sol-
dier killed in Iraq who was a member of

an Army National Guard unit
headquartered in my hometown of
Knoxville.

Both of these young men who were
killed were from just outside my dis-
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trict; but I was able to attend the fu-
neral for the first, Sergeant Paul
Thomason, as we were not in session in
Congress at the time.

Both of these men leave wives and
each had four small children and many
other relatives. I admire and respect
their service. There are many ways one
can serve this country, but certainly
one of the most honorable is by serving
in our Nation’s Armed Forces.

I am pro-military and believe we
should have a strong national defense,
but I emphasize the word national. It
goes against every traditional conserv-
ative belief for the U.S. to try to be the
policemen of the world and to place all
of the burden and cost of enforcing
U.N. resolutions on our military and
our taxpayers.

It is no criticism of anyone in the
military to say that the war in Iraq
was a very unnecessary war. The more
than 1,500 soldiers who have died there
were simply doing their duty in the
best way they could, probably hoping
to come home as soon as they could,
but certainly hoping to come home
safely rather than in a body bag.

Now this past Saturday we saw head-
lines about anti-American demonstra-
tions all over Iraq. One wire service
story said more than 300,000 dem-
onstrated in Baghdad.

Last year, our own government took
a poll and found that 92 percent of
Iraqis regarded us as occupiers rather
than liberators. An earlier poll had a
similar, but slightly lower, figure of 82
percent; and these were polls taken by
us, or at least by the Coalition Provi-
sional Authority, which is 95 percent
U.S.

Obviously, the great majority of peo-
ple in Iraq do not appreciate what we
have done there and do not want us
there. They do want our money, and
that is the only reason some will say
good things about us being there be-
cause we do still have several hundred
thousand Iraqis on the U.S. payroll.

This is a nation that Newsweek said
had a GDP of only $65 billion the year
before the war. By the end of this year,
we will have spent $300 billion in just 3
yvears in Iraq and Afghanistan, but
mostly in Iraq. Iraq had a total mili-
tary budget of just a little over two-
tenths of 1 percent of our military
budget in the year before we attacked.
They were no threat to us whatsoever.
Just a few weeks ago, a report came
out saying our prewar intelligence was
dead wrong. At that time, Richard
Perle, one of the main architects of
this war, appeared before the House
Committee on Armed Services to say
that everyone at that time thought
there was a threat. This was not cor-
rect.

Just before the House voted to au-
thorize the war in October 2002, I was
asked to come to the White House for
a briefing with Condoleezza Rice,
George Tenet, and John McLaughlin. I
asked at that time how much Hussein’s
military budget was in comparison to
ours and was told the two-tenths of 1
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percent figure I mentioned a few min-
utes ago. I asked was there any evi-
dence of imminent threat. I said one
man cannot conduct a war by himself,
it would have to involve many others,
was there any movement toward war. 1
was told there was none. George Tenet
later confirmed there was no imminent
threat in his speech at Georgetown
University just after he resigned as
head of the CIA.

There were just five other Members
at that briefing, so we got to ask a lot
of questions. I asked about former eco-
nomic adviser Lawrence Lindsey’s pre-
diction that the war would cost 100 to
$200 billion. Ms. Rice said the war
would not cost nearly as much. Now we
know that Mr. Lindsey’s prediction
was far too low. Most of what we have
spent and are spending in Iraq is pure
foreign aid, megabillions to provide
free health care and rebuild Iraqi
roads, schools, water and power plants,
airports and railroads, and provide law
enforcement, among many other
things.

At the White House briefing, I said
most conservatives have always been
against massive foreign aid and huge
deficit spending. The war in Iraq has
led to foreign aid and deficit spending
on unprecedented scales.

There is nothing conservative about
the war in Iraq, and many conservative
columnists and activists have now real-
ized this. Columnist Georgie Ann Geyer
wrote in 2003, ‘‘Critics of the war
against Iraq have said since the begin-
ning of the conflict that Americans,
still strangely complacent about over-
seas wars being waged by minorities in
their name will inevitably come to a
point where they will see they have to
have a government that provides serv-
ices at home or one that seeks empire
across the globe.”

The first obligation of the U.S. Con-
gress should be to our own citizens, not
the citizens of Iraq. In 1998 when Sad-
dam Hussein was not even in the news,
I voted to give $100 million to the Iraqi
opposition to help them begin the ef-
fort to remove Saddam Hussein. We
should have let Iraqis fight this war in-
stead of sending our kids over there to
fight and die and be maimed, and the
sooner we bring our troops home the
better. I hope we have learned that we
should never be anxious to go to war
and should do so only when we are
forced to do so and there is no other
reasonable alternative.

———

SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mr. MCcHENRY. Mr. Speaker, this
evening I have requested an hour to
speak about a pertinent issue for our
Nation and a large issue for all genera-
tions in our country, and that is Social
Security. As a Nation, we have to rec-
ognize that we have a problem that we
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